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Schooling Inte;;uptions; A Summary
of the Literature
The continually increasing emphasis on educational
éttainment for the satisfaction of occupational goals and for
economic sSuccess haS'précipitpted 2 flood of research pertaining
to various aSpectﬁ of school discontinuation. ISuch topics as
rates of college attrition, comparative characteristics of
dropout; and completers, reasons f?r dropping out, and methods
of dropout prevention have been explored by a number of educa-
tors and psychologists. Suimmaries of this literature are ". '
available in severzl existing review articles (Kﬁbell, note 33
Marsh, 1968; Montgomery, note 4; Summerskill, .1962; Tinto, 1975).
. But what about the apparent dropout who later returns to
gschool to complete his/her education? How does thislperson
differ from the individual who never drops out, or from the one
who leaves gchool and never returns? _IS the dropout who returns
more motivated than the onehwho does not? Does the educational = - .

interruption glter £he student's subsequent achievements in the
classroom or in the labor market? Does the time out of schéol . Ny .
offer experiences which contribute to the student’s ability to

gsucceed? Are aspirations chaqged during an hiatus from school? "

Anéwe£s to-such quesﬁion; frequently are reLevanﬁ to institptional

adipissions pollcies, sdult education programs, dropout rehabilitation




projects, counseling of poteqtial dropogts, and manpower/
employment poli:ies.

Manyl studizs have been published in respouse to the ahove
concefns, but they are scaﬁpered ‘throughout several subinterest
categories within two ﬁajor.divisions‘of eaucational research.
The first division contains studies dealing with the stude;nt who -
has dropped out prior to the completion of high ‘school, and who
subseqﬁently returns to aduit education classes, job training
programs, corre:ipondence courses, etc. These studies tend to
have at least one of the following three purposes: (1) developing
a profile of th: sociodemographic characteriséics of “returnéeé,“
(é) investigating the effects of the educational ingerruption on
thelmotivation-&nd scholastic ability of the returnees, (3)
inYéstigatiAg the wtility of the post-interruption educational
experiegze as a basis for encouragipg dropouts to pursﬁegmore
advanced school ng. ‘

The second di;iéion of research ig comprised of studies
th;t deal with_:ﬂterruptions at tﬁe college level. The topics_
of interest hawe¢,included criteria for readmission, validity of .

these critefia, studsgt attitudes towards readmission, and the

academic performance of returning students.
1
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Since the set of sourcés in the literature is so diverse,
the purpose of this review is to facilitate €lucational research
by providing a swmary of the existing findings relevant to al.

types of schooling interruptions. We begin by reviewing the

"

research on.interruptions in primary and secondary schooling.
Wext we turn our attention to studies of the process of leaving

and returning to college. In this context wé-focﬁs, in turn, on

institutional criteria for readmission of temporary dropouts,

interruptions for military service, and women retvrnees. ‘The

N, o .

. . . . - :
-review is concluded with &8 sumary and a statement regarding our

perception of the existingAreséarch gaps.

' The Noncollege Interruptee

Students who have discontinued primary or secqndary school;

ing face a unigue set of conditiﬁns when, gnd if, they décide
: tolcontinue their schooling and/or training. Chances are that

they will be unable to return to the schools they previously
attended, because of personal problems (i.e., family
responsibilities), i11 health (mental or physical), legal <
difficulties, or because school rules preclude feadmittance.l
Thus, most oi*'these individuals veturn to "school" through ;arious

manpower training programs such as the Youth Corps and Job Corps,

through special cqmmunity projects designed to help the dropout

4
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sech as the Wori: Opportiunity Center, through adult or continuation
education classes, or through the Armed Forces:

The initistion of programs to help such individuals in the

developmént of salable skills and/or in the return to school is a

growing concern in many bpmmunities. In 1965, the California -
legislature ena:ted = law_ordering gll schools to establish and
maintain-continuation classes. The intent was to make attendance
at a continuation school compulsory fﬁr every youth who had not
graduated from high school and who had not reached the Iage of 18.
In this way, céntinuation education could be seen as = “safety
net” under the Aropout (Howard, 1972).

?he public schopls in New York City also have been involved
in providing opportunities to dropouts. Thirty séhools partici~
pated in the Job Education Program (1960) in which 7th-12th
grade dropduts hetween the ageé of-16 and 21 attended : 20—daj
pre-employment course of instruction. Participants were expected
to return to school if they lost the Job that they subsequently -
acquired after the course. 1In addition, Operation Return (1962)
permitted dr;pouts, aged 17 to él, to return to_regular day
classes if they had been out of school for more than six months

and if they could graduate hefore their twenty-first birthday |

" (King, 196%). ' .

2
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These examples jllustrate the ongoing interest in éncouraging
the dropout to return to school. Other community programs
scattered across the country are designed to enable the-discoﬁ-,
tinuer to move ahead educationally ;nd économically by (é) providing
individualized instruction in an adult, relaxed setting; (b)
offeriné remedial reading and math skills in additian to
vocational courses; and {c) encouraging students to obtain a’high-
séhool diploma.l

The major national thrust toward the rehabilitation of
dropouts is‘credited to the Youth Corps and Job Corps. One
method that the Youth Corps uses to persuade individuals to return
to school is to pay £hem legal-minimum ﬁages at-part-time and/or
sumper jobs. The Job éorps provides vocational'training, basic

education, and advice on "home and family living" to persons 16

to 21 years of age. ZEvalumtions of both of these Programs have

+
-

indicated, however, that they are less effective in aidiné thgg
dropout than they were expected to be. .Both programs seem to ﬂe
most beneficial to black women (Howard, 1972).

The fact that many dropoufé return to school has Provided
thé data bases for a number of investigations of the characteristics
of returnees. For instance, Saleem and Miller (;963) found that

a greater number of males than females were represented in &
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sample of 625 students who left jun:i.or or senior I';-igh school in .
Syracuse during the 1959-1960 school year. However, more young -
men than young women in the sampl; also returned to school.
Saleem and ‘Miller further reported that relative to the nonre-
turnees, the {sixty) returnees in the sample tendéd to have been
in higher grade ievels at the time of discontinuwance, were more
likely to have been }n "normal" grade levels according to their °
age, and tended to have higher IQ scores. More of the returnees
were from unbroken hoﬁes, bu£ no difference was found between
returnees and nonrgturnees in socioceconomic level. A study
performed b& Wehrwein (1970) using a sample of returnees at the
Wbrk Opportunity Center in Minneapolis yielded similar conclusions. ' :
Other studieslhAVe focused more intensively on the personal
and femily characteristics of retﬁrnees. For example, a study
corducted at the Cape Fear Technical Institute (Doss, 1966)
revealed that returnees were more likely than nonreturnees to

have problems and responsibilities at l;mme, to perceive their
parents as either too strict or too lenient, and to like the
Institute. The returnees also aPPeared to:ret_:eivelgreater i
encouragement from tfeachers or eﬁtpioyers to ﬁniﬂ échc;ol and to

have friends attending school. In addition, ;‘elatively more

nonreturnees had access to & car while in school, had received
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. corporal punishment and had siblings who were dropouts. A simblar
investigation pursued by ‘the Edmonton Public Schools in Alberta, |
Canada k1971) gener;ted comparable findings. Mbreofer, in
comparisén to nonﬁropouts, the returnees werelfound_to_have had

' -4
& greater number of absences, different educational goals, greater '

’ financial independéqce, and moré intolerance of existiug social
conventions. Personal and family characteristics of ﬁeturneas
also were studied by Welrwein (1970), who found that epproximately
one~fourth of -the individu%ls who returned to the Work Opportunity _
Center were on probation or pérole, that two—fifths had health .
problems, end that more than half had family difficulties.
Maﬁy persons who-feturn to school ﬁever complete the Pprograms

in which they enroll. A few studies have attempted to identify
the chafacteristics distinguishing those who complete the Program
to.which they have returned. from those who do not. In one such
investigation, Hess (1966) reported that adult education students
] who remaip in classes were those who had left school at an older

age, who had gher achieve;ent {especially in reading) while

they were atiffé}ng regular school, who currently héd fewer

disciplinary problems and absences, and who were better off

financially. 1In another study Verner and Davis (1963) concluded

190
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that the longer tﬁ§ duiéﬁﬁon Qf the educational interruption the

-

higher was the probability of noncompletion after retufn.w
. : This last-findiﬁg raises an interesting question with respect

to the dropout who does return and remein in school."Ihat is,

-+

how does the interruption itself affect the individual’s- ab:.l:.ty

-

F e
to achieve and Hls/her educatlonal .and occupatlonél asplratlons The

e

most extensive study dealing with this question was aimed at

~ determining the impact of a return to_school on the intellé3¥ual

development, achievement levels, aspiratioﬁs, self-céncep%s, and

attitudes toward school of a group of black children who had been
out of school for four years due to-a school @losure in Prlnce . )

! ' &
While a majority of the

Edward Ccunty, Vlrglnia (Green, 1967),

288 students had no schooling whatsoever during the four-year

ey

o period, some had béen‘éprolled for at least part of the time in

4 ﬁeighboring échool digtricts, Thlrty-one children who had

received no schooling wéle compared with thirty-five who had had

.

some schooling.g Test scores and attitude measures were obtained

Post-testing

*

for both groups ‘prior to the recpening of schools.

Initial measurements found

+

ocecurred eighteen months later.
.students with no schoolinglbehind the students with' some schoolid@
/
.. N 1 R -
ik every dimension eXcept attitude toward school, which was more

positive among those with no schooling. However, subsequent

Al
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measureS indicated that students with no schooling could mgke'
significant‘gaihs in intelligence relative to the other group.
F‘urthef‘moré,- educationa_l gnd_ -occupation@l a'spirations increased
more forfthdsé with no schoolihé. Thus, in this particular case,
én‘educational interruptiaﬂ’seems to have contributed positively
“To abtitudes towara school while at the game time affecting

* é

aptltudes and. asplratlonsﬁadversely

-Several studies have examlned-varioué aspects of programs
!designeq to helb the highlschodl discoﬁtihuer. One Such stﬁdy
(Greene? 1962) attemptedfto determine the degree to which dropouts
avail the?mselves of an educ‘ational‘o:ppor‘t;unity when one is offered.
Fifty-seven i‘at;h:ers_ of sixth grade childreril in a connmmi'ty whilch
had &. v131ble“ contlnulng education program were surveyed.
Forty-eight ‘of the fathers were identified from school records
as"having dropp‘ed‘out"of high school, while the. remainder I;ad_ at
leést'a high school diplomal Without exception the graduates
were more likely than the dropouts to have recgived additional

training in the military, in trade schools, in apprenticeships,

in correspondence work, and/or in commnity.adult education , . -
. : = i

classes. In addition, among those who pa';ticipated__:i;n such

. programs, the graduates remakned lgnger than the nongraduates.

E)
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..In that the emphasis on returning to school has been a
‘rather recent development, one might argue that it is unlikely .

" to have affected persons who had-been out of schoo} for tén or

more yearé at the time of the Greene study, . .Yet, r\Qent analyses

L]

g\oﬂ two national samples of persons aged 14 to 24 (5, 225 males and

.tt i -

, 2,159 females) have found that high school graduates are more

»

likely than drdpouts to have received training. Of the young

men and women who had completed high schoolﬁhnd never attended

college, just under 50 Qgrcent had participated in at least one

L

- §
formal training program outside regular school. In contrast, less

than 30 percent of the high school dropoits had had training, and
* among those who left. school befofe_the ninth grade the comparable

, © proportion is under 20 pefcent (?arﬁesp Miljus, Spitz &

.. Associates, 1970; Shea, Roderick, Zeller] Kohen & Associates,’

-1971.) ) - )

b Failure of g returnee to remain in school or to achieve

. o o .
satisfactorily may dhe attributqple'to characteristice of the

brogfam ra%hér than ﬁo.the.féeiﬂéf the.interruption or to any

personallcharactefistiés of Ehe,student. Kent's (1972)?evaluation-

. i .

of the effectlveneas of a program in Falls Church, Vlrglnla,
. -t
utlllzed pre— and post test scores from the readlng and mathematics

L]
'

/. k
sactions of the Test of Aduit 3331c Educatlon Less than one-fourth

-
e s
. E

.
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of the students gained-a fyull grede level in reading or
matheﬁatica, although group differences between high and low
scores did disappear. For example, whites, females, and thé
unemployed Scdfed significaptly higher on the pretest than 3id
blacks,,males? and employed students, respectively. Howe;er, no
significant differences were found ﬁetween groups on .the post-té;£.
In an evaluatiun of the Work Opportunity Center in Minneapolis
it was found that 6 percent of the students whb returned to regular
school “following their enrollment in the Center were still in
school {Joseph % Almen, 1968). Furthermofe, 77 percen£ of these
"individuals were fecéiving passing grades. Most of the returnees
consiégred the Center to be helpful to their return ard success
- ¢
iﬁ school.3 \
In summexry, the literature on thelhigh school dropout who -
'féturné to school is diverse. It indicates that discontinuiﬁg
high school is disadvantageous to tPe intellectual and-

aspirational development of the individusl, but that a feturn to

school can substantially alléviate the disadvantage. Numerous

programs are available to persons desiring to return and

complete their education, and public support is. such that some
3 _
. 8School distri%;s are seriously attempting to require students

either to tomplete high school or to attend a substitute training

-

14
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program. Several characteristics tend to be related to ﬁhe

individual's desire to complete school, although family prdblems
. >

‘seem to have the greatest negative effects.. The research is

-

optimistic iﬁ predicting gain to those who do return and remain

e

in school, even though the gains would seem to diminish the

“longer the\interruptioh prior to returning.

The Collegé Interruptee
For a substantial majority of the American poﬁulatidg,
graduation- from high scﬂool is not considered a legit}mate end
to an individual's educatién. Rather, additional training for a

particular occupation is.generally recommended mhrouéh ndustrial
- ’ {:’.I'-:‘ “" " 1 "

& g

- N . '
or- commnity training programs, junigr o¥f community colleges,

" wm™

b :
universities, and professional schools. Even so, a large nunber

of individuvals enter college but leave before completing the

particular program they have begun. In addition, every year

many persons graduate from high school with the intention of
staying out of school for a year or two}before entering college

®
(Babbott, 1971). The extent of this behavior among young People

‘ + B }'\‘
has been measured in several studies. In two nationa} projects
directed by Iffert (1956, 1958) rates. of attrition from college

weére computed according to sex, type of institution, socioeconomic

status, motivation, academic performance, Participation in

Q i 1.5
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extracurricular activities, region of residence, znd reason for

leaving. However, these cross-secticfial profiles did not attempt

? . L3

to asddress the possibility that.the college dropouts might return
i

.
to their schooling at some later point-in time.
Rgcogniging the misleading nature of previous-attrifion
stu&iesz=E5&iand (196532_196hb, 196kc) published several articles
which ﬁéve become classics in college dropout researeh. In gi;
dissertation (1964d), which cqmpared dropouts andlgraéﬁates ten
years after jgitial-matriéulation, Eckland concluded that failure
to consider the returnee produced consid;rabie ove£statement of

the rate of attrition. He found that at the University of Illinois
only 27 percent of the male freshmen in Autumn 1952 had gradusted
_ by June l956,hbut that 50 percent hac gradusted by June 1962.0 ‘ } . i
When transfér students were coﬁsidered,‘a total of 71 percent of

the original students had graduated*froﬁ some institution within

tenayeafs of matriculation. The latter percentage is considerahly -

higher than the national estimate of 40 percent produced by Iffert,

Sﬁbsequently, several additional studies have investigated ' .

or commented upon the numbers of individuals who leave sthool t

témporarily.5 Most of these have foqu that more than 50 percent

[

of college dropouts return and complete their educations. These-

returnees increase the final gradiation rate considerably, to as

rad
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much 8s 35 percent ;n some schools (Pervin, 1966)._ Thus, the
probability of comple£ion of post high school_programS'is not as
gloomy as educators originally thought. However, the fact that
many students do temporarily drop out of school raises some
interesting queétions. |

First among these is the reason for an educational interruption.

& &

In a study of activities by young people during an interruption

from college, Holmes (1959) found that work, either in local
enterpr%ses, governmental age;cies,'or abroad was mos£ frequently
repofted. Other activities included a%tending various institutes:

for the development of particular skills (e.g., aft); enlisting ;
in the military, the Peace Corps, Vista, etc.; and traveliné.
Additional‘étudieslhave;shown that pregnancy, marriage, lack of

financial resources, church mission, illness, dissatisfaction

-

with school, poor academic performence and psychological difficulties
are algo self-reported reasons for dropping out of school

temporarily.6 A sociological analysis by Featherman and Carter -

(note ;) suggests that such background factors as socioéeonomicfg {
status or age-grade retardation havallittle relationship to the
. PR . . >

P

<,

probability of interruptiﬁ§~college attendance.
% . ) -
~ The long-term effects of a college interruption on the

academic and economic success of an individual have heen discussed
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extensively in the literature. Issues of academic readmission
and performence are pfesented in the next section of this review.
Special problems of veterans and women often recelve particular:
consideration and therefore are reviewed separ;texy in the

following two sections.

Readmission of the Student Who Interrupts College Attendance ¢

1

Several studies have focused on approppiate critefié for \

_ readmitting students who have left gsllege temporarily. The
concexn has béen with monitoring enrollqenés in order to‘optimize
the benefits of additional scheoling for,boﬁh”the student and the \\ I {5

college or university. In‘other words, while thd institutions

4

..do not want to deprive any individual 3f the right to maximize
. -4 .
his or her potential, limited resources require a filtering out .. .

of students who do not appear %o be .likely to benefit from the

school experience. 8ince reﬁurning‘studeﬁts diffei from students .
who are enrolling for the first time ‘according to the amount of

information available about their abilities, this particular .

group of potential students has received special attention in

terms of (re)admissidn policies.‘_MOSt of the literature dealing ¢
with resdmission focuses on tHe appropriateness of certain . .
policles with respect to the student who was.dismissed for

inadequate academic per formance or to the student who'voluntarily

dfopped out .
’ ’ -




16

Correlates of successful readmissions were the focus of &
number of srticles. Grade point average (GPA). and duration of
enrollpent priof to dismisssl were most commonly found to bear a ‘
significant relationfhip to acaedemic success after %eadmission,
although at least one sﬁud& found no aspect of educational history

} Vaughan & Oliver, 1970).
to be significant (Leutz, MacLean,/ Studies demonstrating & high
positive correlation between GPA and sqpseqpént sﬁccess include
Bierbaum and Planisek (1969}, Dyé (1965), Grieder (1967) and
‘Hensmeier (1965).7 However, Dye concluded ths ' schoollclass
Irank was the "»est” single predictor of college success. This
finding is diréctly opposed tﬁ Hansmeler's statement that collegé
GPA is the only "effective" predictor of successful,readmiésidn.

Bierbaum sgreed with Peszke and Arnétein’(1966) and Yoder
(1962)  that duration of original enrollment was signifiéhntly s
related‘to success, on readmission. Length of enroliment-prior to
droppiné\out o7 school was the only significanﬁ variable shown in

' the Peszke/Arnstein articiq, while Yoder foqnﬁ that the student’'s

- _ GPA; the number of times he or she changed majors, and the ngmber
'o£ semestefs compléted since the timé of readmissionahwere all
positively related to the likelihood of completing éollegeﬂ In
addition, Yoder concluded that the réadmittéd student has, in-'
fact, a greater chance o% graduating than has an éntering‘first-

oomester freshman.9

19 |
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Different approachessto the readmission of the academically
dismissed student were pu;sued by Dole (1963), Giesecke and
Hancock (1950),'Schu§ter (1971) and Warman (1954). Dole attempted
to eonatruct & scale to predict successfﬁl feédmissions. He
discussed the consﬁruction and cross~validatioq of two scales,
one consisting of eleven items and another of fdur items which
burport to measure the student's ﬁotiva%ion and ability to complete
school. The results of the aﬁalysis led Dole to claim that such
scales may he more reliable than the traditionalprA and attendance
- record vafi;bleg. Giesecke and Hancock also discuséed a procedure

for readmitting students-which'iénoreg the "aga@emic récérd |
judgment."” Their suggested procedure would requiréufhe'Studeﬁtﬂ_
to ﬁndergo counseling ag a coﬁdition for re;dmission. Although

the article provided several exaﬁples of ches in which the

procedure worked, it offered ng statistical test of the effectivéness ,

i -

of the'systém.
Both the échuster and Warman studies were desigﬁéd to teé‘t
" the validity of given deciéion«makinghprocesses rélating to
readmission. More'spécifically, Schusﬁer sought to dete;ming the
" relat.onship betwqgn the variables that were used to-influencé‘ﬁ
¥ committee decisions on readmissioﬁ and)the variables thét p}edicted

GPA after readmission at Iowa State. No relationship was found.

20 ;
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Similarly,IWarman wag interested in detefmining the relat}onship
between the counselor's. prognosis for the studert and the
petiﬁions-cqgmittee‘g decision to readﬁit }n two col}eges at Qhia
State Universiﬁy.q The results in@icate¢ thgt only a.mpderate
relationship existed between the progn&sis énd the decision.
Further analysis showed that the counselors were more successful
than the committee‘in identifying‘the students who would meke a
satisfactory record. _ . B

Several stulies have discussed the returning student without
gpecific ref;rence to his or herlprevious academic record. One
of these sought to detenmiﬁe whether characteristics of the
returning student differed from those of the student who had not’
experienced an interruption. Bluhm and Couch (1972) found that
most of the readmittgd students at the University of Utah were |

sophomore¢s , mﬁle, and, had beeh.out less than a full year. Work

-was the primary reason for withdrawal. In comparison with

uninterrupted students, the readmitted persons achieved hiéher

\\gqggf averages, although-they tended to carry fewer courses per

semester. s

Anothex_investigation by" Campbell and Hahn (1962) looked

a
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results suggested that althoﬁgh all of the students did improve
~ following an academic interruption, those who had been engaged in
"activities of importJ (i.e., employment, military, church mission,
ete.) made d'significanély greater improvement than those.who did
not spend their time in this mannef. Further, duration of
interruption was found to be ﬁggifiley related to impfovement.

The studies by Planisek et al. (1968), Sorenson (1971), and
Wharton (1965) reviewed the criteria for readmission deaisidqs at
different institutions. Planisek found that the Cooperative School

., and College Abiiity Test and six fectors from =& sixteeﬂ-personali@y-
faétor test correlated significantly with GPA for the first
quarter after readmission. Sorenson alsogboncluded that testsl.
measuring ps&chologiéal characteristicé‘(particularly those related
to coping skills) are neeled in predicting reasdmission success.
However, the Wharton gtudy reaffirmed the wtility of previcus GPA
in prediction. In another article, whitla (1961) sﬁpported the
liberzsl readmission policy.of Harvard, wheré 95 pércent Sf the

dropouts who requested réadmission were accepted. However, only

about 40 percent of these students received their degrees.
The Davis {1968) survey was also concerned with student

’ " L
readmission. However, this report focused on the differing policies

©
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‘”\Qf tﬁiff& regional institutions regarding the return of students .,
who had been out of school for five or more years; Resultg of

the survéy indicated that eightéen of the schools would readmit
those students who had attended a rcgionally accredited institution

and who had compiled an average of "C" or better prior to leaving.

One school maintained the policy that anyone could return regardless

éf grade average if he‘or she had been enrolled in & regionally
accredited school. Admission with qualification and possible
loss of credit was the most Prevalent Pdlicy. -

An additional study by Kendall (1964b) dealt with the later
achievements of interrupted étudents.who cbmple%ed the degree as
compared to stpdents who attended scﬁool contimiously. The major
finding indicated that noninterrupted studenfs tended to earn
more in their late careers than interrupted enes.

| In summary, most of the literature dealing with the read-
mission of the college dropout focuses oﬁ the kinds of criteria
which should be used in decision-making. Grade-point average
and durétion of enroliment Prior to dismissal were identified most
commonly as significant, though policies and procédures for
readmission vary substantially*among cq;léges. Students ﬁho had

been disnissed from college for-academic reasons have received

special sgrutiny with respéct tb fe—enrollment, Scales and

t9
o

I

T




n

-21
coungelor opinions have beeﬁ suggested as=viaﬁlelalternatives to.
the Gfﬂlf?r these students. ‘Readmitted students have been found
o aéhieye, oh the average, higher GPA';'than uninterrupted
-students. However, the students who ﬁave interrup;ed their
schooling may earn less than other-studenfs in their subsequent
careers. ’ -

Military Interruptions

Most of the research that analyzes the effects of a military
interruption on an individual's schooling is based-upon data
obtained from ﬁorld War II-veterans. The priﬁary.focus of these
studieé is a comparis;n'of the veteran to the nonveteran in terms

-

of grade point average, area of specialization and involvement in

B Iy

extracurricular activities. Socioeconomic status, marital statué'

and agé are used as con;;ol'variables in some of the research.
While the findings of such studies are not entirely conéistent,

most have reported that thesreturning veteran achieved better, on

average

[

s Phan the nonveteran. Among thése; Eplgr (l9h7)_aﬁd Orf‘
(19hTf foﬁnd thaf married veteran returnees hadﬂﬁigher achievement
than the unmarried ones. Thompson end Pressey {(1948) conclugded
further that mﬁrried‘veterans with children achieved betfer grades

-than either single veterans or married Veferans with no children.

Additionally, they reported along with Gideonse {1950) and Welborn -

-
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{19k7) that veterans tended to be oldér than noﬁvgﬁerans and
that post-service achlevement records generally were befter than
pre-service records. Moreover, Gideonse sugges%ed that older
veterans perfor&ed better in school than did youngér ones.
With reference to pre-service records, four studies (Hansen

& Paterson, l9h9, Lauro & Perry, 1951; Thompson & Pressey, 1948,

Weintraub & Salley, l9h8) revealed lower grade averages for

veterans than'for'nonveterans. While the averages for both groups’

were found to increase substantially upon return, the veteranms
were the morg successf™l group of students. ’ﬁnother article
(Gowen, 1949) indicated that, the gain scores between high schoél_
~and college achievemeﬁt weré higher for veterans thaq for non-
veterans. This is supportedlby Thompson and,Pressey who reportgd
that while a larger pioporfion of veterans had been in thé'lower
third ofnthéir higﬁ school class, performance-of fhe ve£erans on
the entrance test was equzi to or better than théi-of the

-

nonveterans.

Although most of the literature has forused on the total

academic performance of veterans, some research has concentrated

‘ e
.

on achievement in & partlcular course in .order to control for
differences in spec1alization which mlght bias the results. OF.

these, the only investigation reveallng sign;ficant results_ﬁas:
- 0

25 -

<%




performed by Taylor (19&7) who used data from freshman English
classes over two academic quartergt' In each quarter the veterans

*

enjoyed a disproportionately, high share of the A's .in the course,.
Two addltional studies found the veterans doing sllghtly‘better’

-than nonveterans in & general chemlstry course (Clark &‘Btask1ew1cz,

1947) and in =& required educatlonalugyasurement course (Kvaraceus

- .

% Baker, 1946). ' .

. The relatively hlgher academic succe35es -of veterans,have '
been explalned in various ways. Thompson and Pressey (19h8) b
attrlbuted success to an interzction of maturity, experlence

* =

motivation and relative freedom from financial Stress.l U81ng

-

&

multiple'EBrrelhtion analysis, Owtns and Owgné (l9h9j‘supported

the maturlty premise by finding age to be as good a predictor of

A

success as eollege aptitude Scores. Addltlonally, Shaffer (l9h8)
. and Gideonse (1950)<hypothesized that age, rather than military

_service, was the primary factor expleining the higher grades of -

veterans. Controlling for year of birth, Shaffer found that

. : ot - .
. nonveterans outperformed veterans of the same age in every case.

Garmezy and Crose (194B), Yowever, found age and grade point

-

évérage.%o be uncprrelated. Alternative suggestions attribute.

" -
veteran sugcess in school to lesser inQPlvement in extracurricular

Ll
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" performance in favor of veterans (Hansmeier, 1965). Moreover,
7 ° .

2h

activities (Gowan, 1949) and to fewer credit hours of course work

per quarter or semester (gPompson & Flesher--l9h6). -
In addltlon to Shafferi a faw studies dld not support the

hypothe51s that veterans achleve better than nonveterans.

_Controlling for academiq unit and class standing, Garmezy and

s

' Crose (1948) and Tibbits and Clark (1947) fowd that veterans

were not significantly hifferent from nonveterans with respect
N -~ ' . ?1 .
to grades. A more recent investigation at Michigan State University

also failed to produce significant differences in academic

a*

. Stewart and Davis {1946) discoveréd that World War I veterans,

K ! ﬁy \.’n - &
controlling for the mumber of semesters enrolled.since returning,
R &

perfdrmed worse than other students in.all colleges except .

engineering, where they did better.
Tll of the research reviewed thus far with respect to
militery inm r“uptlons has dealt Spe01f1cally w1th the success

of the. feturnee. Another perspective takeh by some 1nvestigators

has been to analyze the llkellhood that & veteran will return to —
school. An investigation by Whittemore (1953) analyzed 400 Worlgw

War II veterans who' were students just prior to entering the

military. TThe results shoreé that more tha percent either - ;o

returned to the institution from which they bad left or requested

- -
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transcripts for transfer. More than 54 percent zarned at least
a first degree from some institution. A later study by Weinstein
(1969) was based on 1nterv1ews with over 3,000 Army and Navy

veterans and 1neluded data on personal and soeloeeonomie background

palfﬁary occupatlonel spe¢ialities, pre-service and post-service
employment and educational plans. Approximately one-third of the
":'-Armw veterans apd three-fifths of the Navy veterans returned to

gchool after %eing discharged. Individuals with higher pre-serviee
I\‘@ . % 1
educatlonal attainment were more likely: to return to.school than

l-
those. with lower pre-service attainment. In an evaluatlon of the

wérld War IT G.I. Bill of Rights, Egger'tsson (1972) found that

41 percent of the college education acquired by the respondents
in the'1967 Censﬁs survey of weterans had bee;‘gkeumulated during

the post-service perlo& and 11 percent had been achieved: durlng

-5
—_

military Service. I? Eggertsson further found-that of those who

ettend\ﬁqﬁgl}ege prior to service, the younger veteran had the
greatest propen31ty to return to school after dlseharge. The

post-Bervice years of sehoollng were found to be profitable in ~
's . ) <
*terms of annual earnings for the veteran“returnee: -

- -

17 In summary, most of the literature suggests that upon '

reﬂﬂgﬁi§§7ie school the military veteran achieves better

»

aeademf%allynthan the.nbnveteran. In additiqn, the post-service

w .

.

&
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performance of the veteran as a student is g§nerally better than
his pre-service record. Of the several suggested reasons for
these differenceé, the maturity,gaptBeﬁween_Veterans and non-
veterans has-been given the greates. research emphasis. ILarge
proportions of veterans apparently retﬁrn to school folldwiﬁg
discharge, a behavior which evidently pays off in terms of .the
individuals' laQ?r careers. However, with few notable exceptioh;
(e.g. Eégertsson, 1972), these conclusions are drawn primarily’

from tabular analysis which often Ffails to control adequately

for variables (e.g. age)sthat ate correlated both with veteran

status and achievement measures, It is not possible, therefore,

to be as confident about the inferences as if they were based on
carefully designed multivariate analyses,

Women Eeturnees

The special problems of women who return to school;.
frequently after'aﬁ interruption-lasting for several years, are
varied and consideraéiy different from the problems experienced
by men who drop ousOf school temporarily on their way tolébquiring
a degrée. "Often the reason the woman leaveslis rela?ed to
émrriage and/or pregnancy. Thus, the life-style change which’
accompanies greater familial responsibility hampers her abiiity

and/or willingness, to return to school. Three studies have

o

T
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Lo examined the effects of this changed life-style on & woman's
psychological and intellectusl well-being when she does decide to

return to school. 1In one, Likert (1967) recorded the expressed .

feelings of wbmen étudenfs aboﬁﬁ academic anxieties, husgband's .- .
attitudes, financial problems, and other topics related to the
échool adjustment. En the second study, Letchworth (1970) provided
- -+ an overview of the emotional status of the ;etdrning woman with’
speciaI\réference to (1) problems of time management caused by
the'addition of academic activity to the responsibilities of being
a housewife and (in éome cases ) mother;- (2) feelings of guilt |
related. to absence from home or strain on fémily budget; (3)
feeliﬁgs of shéme when & woman has difficulty li%ing up to
ascademic stanflards she set for herself; and'(h) feelings of
isolation due tozsensed inability ta relate to younger-classmates.
Branienberglk b?h) expéndeq this 1list of problems to include (1) o
the emotional strégs asgociated with the decision to return to
schooly (2) certéintylabout ability to achieve and ahout

acedemic goalsj (3)%sel%;ﬂefeating behavior initiated by an

|
unconscious depire o avoid success; and (4) confusion due to
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interruption;: One of these arrived at some pessimistic conclusions
with respectlto how successfully they.cope with their ﬁrqblems.‘
Using the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey along with a
special questionnaire, Fagerburg (196f) found %hatlreturning vonen
(at Purdue) hdd less confidence in their ability to do academic '

work than their counterparts who had not interrupted attendance.

Further, younger, umarried returnees were less successful

academically than older, married ones. -In bontrast; Lautz et al.
(1970) found that single femele returnees were thé more successful
group. Another investigation, by Fought (1970), supports the

successful adaptation of women returnees by concluding that they

.achieve noticeably higher grades than typical undergraduate women - -

in similar programs. PFurther, Markus (1973) found that despite

.problems with maneging time, returning women perform well and

are motivated toward achieving specific goals (i.e., a degree,
gaining a skill, etc.).

Concluding Comments

The plethora of empirical research on educational interruptions
has revealéd a series of ugseful, pieces of information about the
characteristics of persons who experience discontinuities in

' " :

schooling. A commitment to encourage elementary and secondary

school dropouts to return to school, is evidenced by a diversity

]
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of programs at the community and federal lévels. Most research
implies significant economic and psychological gdin to those who
" do return and complebe high school, or a substltutn training
program. The literature referrlng to the “eturn of college

dropouts is predominantly 60Lcerned with thelrtgcademlc success v
after readmission. Although research flndlngs are not uniform,
three general conclusions appear qd;te frequently:' (1) GBA i;
the:mogt reliaﬁle single predictor of the sdhqlaq#ic potential -
of returnees; (2) Yeteréns tend to fe more successful academicailyxn
than uninterrupted nonveterans:; and (3) womel: seem to suffer a
great amount of psychologicai digcomfort with a return to college.
Desiite the volume and variety of literature on educational
interruptions, two general weaknesses‘ézq.evident. Substantively,
the researéh does not adeguately assess the effeéts of returning ‘
to scho®l on an individuai'sAsubsequent work—relatea behavior and
success. The reported gsains aébruing.to yriﬁary and secondary

school returnees are based predominantly on attit dinal data.

Few studies have measured actual msnifestations cf .he pwrported

advantages. Virtually no evidence is presented as %o whether
returnees to college who graduate fare better or worse in the
* i

world of work than do graduates who have not eXperienced

T

inferruptions. Alsb, the relative advantage, if any, of the

-
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‘college returnies who drops out again prior‘to graduationl(over
. v

the dropout who doés not return) has not been addresqed in the
literature. r

" The second genéral weakness 1s in methodology. The )
statistical tools that hav; been employed most frequently ip the
research lack. the power to yield unequivocal conqluéiohs primarily
because they do not involve controls for correlated variables.
Further, the l:i.rni‘t:ed populations represented in many of the
studieS‘circgmscribe the generalizability of findings, especially
witﬁ respect to the total ration. Some well-planied maltivariate
anaiyses usigg large, representative Samples'wnuid bhe welcome

contributions to the literature on the impacts of schooling -

“interruptions.,




Footnotes

lFbr additional information see‘Birkmaier {1964) ; carter
(1971); Deck (1962); Fantini and Cangemi (1963); Fisher (1970);
Gibson, (note 2); Hickman {1964); Losi (1964); University of the

State of New York (1964); and Wehrwein (1970) .

5" i .
The some-schooling group contains sgtudents who may have

attended thrdughout the four-year closure period‘as well as

T

students who were actually out of school for most of the time.

~

Cohsequently, it does not represent a pure control group anﬁ

ka

comparisons may be biased accordingly. However, fhe fact that -
the differences are in the expected direction tends to attenuate
this crificism.

3Another analysis of the ﬁenefits of an adult education

program was based on the responses to a fourth-year follow-up

§

quesﬁ%bnnaire administered to graduates 6f the Jackson County
(Iowa) Evening High Séhool (Graﬁ, 1973). IThe findings are aliost

impossible to evaluate because of serious methodological flaws

8

in the study.

]

M

’ 9 Coa * . .
In the earlier article, Iffert did mention a "miscellaneous’
group numbering 5 percent of the individuals studied who had

changed from full-time to part-time status, dropped out

<
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'temporarily, or changed programs within the institutior. Thus,

- %

they graduated late,\which led to their being migcoded as college

dropouts.

-

23ee Fought {1970); Gusfield (lQGh);'Iffer£ (1964); Irvine

{1965) ; Jex and Merrill (1967); Kendall (196ha); Lembke {1969);
Max (1969); Perv;n {1965, 1966); Riesman (1964); Sorenson (1971):

Wright (1964); . and Young (196L4).

4

‘6 . - )
See Jex and Merrill (1967); Peszke and Avnstein (1966): and

Edronton Public Schools (1968).

?Langer (1968) reported significant.differences between
successfizl and unsuccessful returnees in the number of "F" letter
grade@qaccuﬁulated prior to their dismissal.

8

{r
r

The number of semesters completed. following readmission
appears to be a somewhat trivial factor in that length of

enrollment is almost always correlated with completion, regardless

of whether the student attended continuously.

9The comparison of 59.7 percent who graduated from the
group of readmitted studentg to the L0 percenf who graduated .from
the entering freshﬁan sﬁould be‘considefed cautiéusiy sincé,
ob#iqusly, some self aﬁd sdministrative selection took place

»

among the returning students.  Further, the study diq not control

«
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Tor transfer and/or later readmission to another institution by
the éroup of entering freshmen. Thus, as illustrated by Eckland

k3 .
(1964d), the percentage used in this study probably understates

-

the actual number of newly entering freshmen who eventually

gra&uate.

lOThough not supported in other studies, Thompson and Préssey
~ assume that the G.I. Bill sufficiently relieved the veteran from

financial worries. For an alternative wiew, see Justice (1946).

4

llWhen one considers that-the older group of nonveterans
also nmst have experfénced an educational interruption in order

to be included in the sample, then one realizes that Shaffer

actually may be measuring differences in affect between military

and nonmilitary interruptions.

-

1200; (1962) argues that the miiitary itself is ‘@ potential

source for returning to school. If so, analyses of military
interruptions in terms of veterans ;;quvmay underestimate the

number  of school returnees who becomé certified prior to leavihg

the service,
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